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May 3, 1967 


Mr. Harold Weisberg 
Coq d'Or Press 
Hyatts town, Md. 20734 

Dear Mr. Weisberg: 

I do understand what you are saying - and without rancor. And 
I also do appreciate your nice remarks. I would like to point out, 
however, that far from accepting Manchester's work on the assassin- 
ation, I specifically criticized him in the review for being much 
too sure that the case was closed. The whole emphasis of the review, 
insofar as it was positive, was that the book was of historical 
value because of the Kennedys' testimony (whether right or wrong), 
because it is the first instance of the family of a slain leader 
making its thoughts and memories available to the public and to 
current history. Whatever the inaccuracies, whatever the book's 
irritating tone, etc., it is itself a unique document. 

As for the details of the assassination, of course I am not 
an expert (as you point out) and have never claimed to be one. I 
think I have made my (non-expert) doubts about the Warren Report 
very plain, also that I would never take Manchester's word on it. 

At the same time I am not - not yet anyway - persuaded to embrace 
any alternative solution. This seems to me reasonable, certainly 
wh^le investigations are still going on. I was and am impressed by 
Ep;^stein's analysis of the pressures, conscious and imconscious, 
on the Warren Commission - and believe I know enough about psychol- 
ogy and government (or group) operations to make such a judgment - 
but I would not confuse this with "proof that the Report was or was 
not accurate in its findings. Again, I am not an expert on that. 

A curious thing, expertise on the assassination: all of us who 
watched TV that weekend are experts of a sort; also, like many others, 
I've read a good portion of the enormous amount of critical writing 
about the assassination. But I haven't devoted myself to it, haven't 
read the full Report, haven't studied the details in Mark Lane's or 
your own work, haven't been to Dallas, etc. So I am not an expert. 

I do not think that this can preclude responsible commentary. 

If it does, then no one can really comment on an 3 rthing - on fiction 
(I haven't read all novels), on Vietnam, on race relations, etc. 

I think responsible commentary includes knowing and communicating 
one's limits in expertise, and this I really have tried to do in 
all my work. 
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One final word. You say I have "harmed” you. Unless you mean 
I have harmed you by not discussing your work - in which case you 
have vast company and the active verb "harm" seems inappropriate 
and gratuitous, implying an intention on my part that doesn't 
exist - then I do not understand what you mean. As you know, I 
have reviewed only Epstein, Popkin and Manchester on the assassin- 
ation, which leaves out a lot of possibly deserving writing, includ- 
ing your ovm. My judgment in not doing more on this subject may be 
wrong, and certainly may be criticized, but it is a judgment I have 
to make and, please believe me, it is not malicious. 


Sincerely, 

/nOU 

Eliot Fremont-Smith 
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